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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1. Claims 1-24 as amended are still in consideration for this application. Applicant has 
amended claims 1, 13, 16, 18, and 19. Applicant has canceled no claims. Applicant has added 
claims 21-24. 

2. Examiner withdraws the anticipated rejections to Weis and Hulyalkar and corresponding 
obviousness rejections for Office action filed 7/19/2004. Applicant's arguments, see Office 
action, filed 7/19/2005, with respect to the rejection(s)of claim(s) under Weis and Hulyalkar 
have been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejections have been withdrawn. 
However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of Frounin et 
ah (see below). In particular, based on the claims as amended, examiner notes no support found 
in applicant's provisional application 60/183,617 filed 2/18/2000. Instead support was found in 
applicant's provisional application 60/246,012 filed 1 1/3/2000 in Appendix B (see e.g., figure 1 
on page 4 of Appendix B). As such, see the new rejection below as necessitated by amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-10 and 13-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent No. 6,778,543 Bl to Frouin et ah fFrouin") in view of U.S. Patent No. U.S. Patent 
No. 6,032,261 A to Hulyalkar. 
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As such to claim 1, see e.g., figure 3 of Frouin. Here a first segment is D and a 
second segment is E. The network-wide time signal is generated by each CM as part of 
the CSP (see e.g., figure 10), see e.g., column 14, lines 12-14 (i.e., the CM on segment D 
is a first node and the CM on segment E is the second node). The network- wide signal is 
distributed in the second segment E as part of a synchronization command (see e.g., 
figure 1 1) to the slave CM where the slave CM in turn uses the signal to synchronize the 
nodes on its segment. As such, the first bridge port is the port connecting bridge Pde to 
segment D and a second bridge port is the port connecting bridge Pde to segment E. 

Frouin is silent or deficient to the further limitation of converting at each 
respective node, the network-wide time signal to a local synchronization signal. In 
- particular, Frouin teaches that each node on the segment receives the CSP packet and 
performs synchronization but may not be clear that the local signal is converted. 

Hulyalkar teaches the further recited limitation above at e.g., column 5, lines 24- 

30. 

The proposed modification of the above-applied reference(s) necessary to arrive 
at the claimed subject matter would be to modify Frouin by clarifying how the 
synchronization is performed at the local node. 

As such, examiner notes that it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art 
prior to applicant's invention to include the above limitation. In particular, the motivation 
for modifying the reference or to combine the reference teachings would be to clarifying 
how the registers are reset. In particular, Hulyalkar cures the above-cited deficiency by 
providing a motivation found at e.g., column 5, lines 24-30. Second, there would be a 
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reasonable expectation of success since both references teach CSP packets. Thus the 
references either in singular or in combination teach the above claim limitation(s). 

As to claims 2-4, see e.g., column 5, lines 24-30 of Hulyalkar which teaches 
resetting the cyclic counter which reduces drift of propogation delay. In addition, Frouin 
further teaches that the bridge sends a command to the slave CM so that the network 
timing is synchronous which reduces propogation delay since the network timing signal 
is then sent on that particular bus via the slave CM, see e.g., column 4, lines 46-49 with 
respect to delay phase as taught in the reference. For example, the readjusted network 
timing signal in the slave CM can cause the local node to compensate for delay by adding 
an extra signal delay to the local synchronization signal. 

As to claim 5, see e.g., the cycle_start packet. 

As to claim 6, see e.g., column 2, lines 51-67 where the frequency is based off a 
cycle clock. 

As to claim 7, see e.g., figure 4 with respect to phase locking the local 
synchronization signal and column 5, lines 1-29. 

As to claim 8, see similar rejection to claims 2-4. 
As to claim 9, see similar rejection to claims 2-4. 

As to claim 10, see e.g., column 3, lines 20-54 with respect to being IEEE 1394 
compliant. 

As to claim 13, see similar rejection to claim 1. 
As to claim 14, see similar rejection to claim 2. 
As to claim 15, see similar rejection to claim 3. 
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As to claim 16, see similar rejection to claim 4. 

As to claim 17, both references teach an IEEE 1394 bus, see e.g., column 10, 
lines 53 of Frouin. 

As to claim 18, see similar rejection to claim 1. Examples of applications include 
e.g., TV, PC, VCRs, etc., see e.g., column 1, lines 12-30. 

As to claim 19, see similar rejection to combined claims 2 and 3. 
As to claim 20, see similar rejection to claim 17. 

As to claim 21, see similar rejection to claim 1 where the CSP packet is taught in 
figure 10 of Frouin. 

As to claim 22, see similar rejection to claim 1 where the CSP packet includes a 
cycle_time data is taught in figure 10 of Frouin. 

As to claim 23, see figure 13 where the command is the bus time. 

As to claim 24, the overlapping is based on setting the counters in the CP. 
5. Claims 11 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,778,543 Bl to Frouin et al Frouin") in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,032,261 A to 
Hulyalkar in view of "Application Critical Parameters for Rubidium Standards" to 
("Weidemann"). 

In making a proper obviousness rejection under MPEP 706.02(j), the examiner 
will address the following four steps: 

a) the relevant teachings of the prior art relied upon, preferably with reference 
to the relevant column or page number(s) and line numbers where 
appropriate; 

b) the difference of differences in the claim(s) over the applied cited references; 
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c) the proposed modification of the applied reference^) necessary to arrive at 
the claimed subject matter; and 
. d) an explanation why one skilled in the art at the time of the invention was made 
would have been motivated to make the proposed modification. 

As such to claim 11, for step (a) Hulyalkar discloses limitations in the base claim. 

For step (b) Hulyalkar is silent or deficient to the further limitation wherein the 
step of generating the network wide time signal includes the step of utilizing a rubidium 
reference signal generator. In particular, Hulyalkar discloses using a crystal oscillator 
42, see e.g., column 4, lines 40-51 and figure 3. 

Weidemann teaches the further recited limitation above at e.g., in the summary on 
page 87. 

For step (c), the proposed modification of the above-applied reference(s) 
necessary to arrive at the claimed subject matter would be to modify Hulyalkar to clarify 
that an oscillator is a rubidium oscillator. 

In order to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for step (d), three basic 

criteria must be met. The three criteria according to MPEP 706.02(j) are as follows: 

First there must be some suggestion or modification, either in the reference(s) 
themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to 
modify the reference or to combine the reference teachings. Second, there must be a 
reasonable expectation of success. Finally, the prior art reference (or references when 
combined) must teach or suggest all the claim limitations. 

As such, for step (d) examiner notes that it would have been obvious to one 

skilled in the art prior to applicant's invention to include the further limitation wherein 

the step of generating the network wide time signal includes the step of utilizing a 

rubidium reference signal generator. In particular, the motivation for modifying the 

reference or to combine the reference teachings would be to provide highly reliable 
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clocking source. In particular, Weidemann cures the above-cited deficiency by providing 
a motivation found at e.g., in the summary on page 87. Second, there would be a 
reasonable expectation of success since using rubidium oscillators is well known in the 
art as a clocking source. Thus the references either in singular or in combination teach 
the above claim limitation(s). 

As to claim 12, examiner notes a similar rejection as claim 1 1 where Weidemann 
also teaches using GPS as taught in the summary on page 87 (i.e., GPS provides a long 
term reference for Rb clocks). In particular, one skilled in the art would be motivated to 
use GPS since it would be expensive to deploy a rubidium clock at every site such that 
each site can get their clocking from one central source via GPS. 

Conclusion 

6. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Derrick W. Ferris whose telephone number is (571) 272-3123. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9 A.M. - 4:30 P.M. E.ST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ricky Ngo can be reached on (571)272-3 139. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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